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Detailed Action 

This Office Action is in response to the Application filed October 03, 2003. 

Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

On e.g. [0002], line 5 of the applicant's specification; the term "utilising" should be -utilizing-. 

On e.g. [0002], line 9 of the applicant's specification; the term "organisation" should be 

"organization". 

On e.g. [0002], line 9 of the applicant's specification; the term "inter-organisational" should be 
"inter-organizational". 

On e.g. [0002], line 1 1 of the applicant's specification; the term "utilised" should be -utilized-. 
On e.g. [0008], line 4 of the applicant's specification; the term "analysing" should be - 
analyzing-. 

On e.g. [0009], lines 4-5 references to claims 1 and 30 are made. It is improper to reference a 
claim in the specification of an application. 

On e.g. [0024], line 10 of the applicant's specification; the term "response data 130, 132, 134, 
136" should be - response data 130, 132, 134, and 136-. 

On e.g. [0025], line 4 of the applicant's specification; the term "analysed" should be -analyzed-. 
On e.g. [0025], line 6 of the applicant's specification; the term "response data 130, 132, 134, 
136" should be - response data 130, 132, 134, and 136-. 
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On e.g. [0028], lines 6-7 of the applicant's specification; the term "The billing system can 
depending on the implementation be a separate unit" should be - The billing system can, 
depending on the implementation, be a separate unit -. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 1-56 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

On line 1 of claims 2-28, the term "A method of should be -The method of-. 

On line 1 of claims 30-56, the term "A data network" should be -The data network-. 

On line 6 of claim 1, the term "transmitting the data of a service entity" should be -transmitting 

data of a service entity-. 

On line 1 1 of claim 1, the term "transmitting the identification information" should be - 
transmitting identification information -. 

On line 12 of claim 1, the term "the charging information system" should be - a charging 
information system 

On line 15 of claim 1, the term " the chargeable service entity" should be -the service entity in 
relation to the charging data-. 

On line 3 of claim 2, the term "the WAP" should be -a WAP 

On line 2 of claim 5, the term "of the transaction tickets" should be -of transaction tickets -. 
On line 2 of claim 10, the term "in the header information" should be -in header information -. 
On line 2 of claim 13, the term "identifying the service platform" should be - identifying a 
service platform 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/679,21 3 Page 4 

Art Unit: 2109 

On line 2 of claim 19, the term "in the header information" should be -in header information 
On line 2 of claim 20, the term "in the http header information" should be -in http header 
information 

On line 2 of claim 27, the term "the international isdn number" should be -an international isdn 
number -. 

On line 2 of claim 27, the term "the mobile subscriber" should be -a mobile subscriber -. 
On line 4 of claim 29, the term "a data transmission connection" should be -the data 
transmission connection 

On line 9 of claim 29, the term "the individual transaction" should be -individual transactions-. 
On line 12 of claim 29, the term "each service entity" should be - each said service entity -. 
On line 2 of claim 30, the term "the WAP" should be -a WAP 

On line 3 of claim 31, the term "basis of transactions" should be -basis of the transactions-. 

On line 2 of claim 33, the term "a content ticket" should be -the content ticket-. 

On line 2 of claim 34, the term "a chargeable service entity" should be -the chargeable service 

entity 

On line 2 of claim 36, the term "the content identifier" should be - a content identifier -. 

On line 2 of claim 37, the term "the content identifier" should be - a content identifier -. 

On line 3 of claim 37, the term "individual transactions" should be -the individual transactions 

On line 2 of claim 38, the term "the content identifier" should be - a content identifier -. 

On line 2 of claim 38, the term "in the header information" should be -in header information -. 

On line 2 of claim 39, the term "the content identifier" should be - a content identifier 
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On line 2 of claim 39, the term "in the http header information" should be -in http header 
information -. 

On line 2 of claim 40, the term "the content identifier" should be - a content identifier 
On line 2 of claim 41, the term "identifying the service platform" should be - identifying a 
service platform 

On line 2 of claim 47, the term "in the header information" should be -in header information 
On line 2 of claim 48, the term "in the http header information" should be -in http header 
information 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-28 are rejected under 35 USC § 1 12 because claim 1 recites the limitation "each 
identified service entity" in line 17, the term "each identified service entity" is confusing and 
unclear which previously recited service entity the applicant is referring to since there isn't any 
antecedent basis for the term since more than one service entity or a particular 'identified' 
service entity hadn't been specified previously in the claim. 

4. Claim 1 recites the limitation "the charging information system" in line 12, the term "the 
charging information system" is confusing and unclear since there isn't any antecedent basis for 
the term since a charging information system wasn't specified previously in the claim. 
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5. Claims 10-12 and 19-21 recite the limitation "the service entity" in lines 2-3 of each 
claim, the term "the service entity" is confusing and unclear which previously recited service 
entity the applicant is referring to since a chargeable service entity and a service entity generated 
by the content provider had been previously recited in independent claim 1 . 

6. Claim 21 recites the limitation "the data of the individual transactions" in line 2, the term 
"the data of the individual transactions" is confusing and unclear since there isn't any antecedent 
basis for the term and it is unclear whether the data was referencing the charging data referenced 
in claim one, the transmitted data generated by a content provider, or the data of a service entity, 
as referenced in claim one. 

7. Claim 42 recites the limitation "the service platform identifier" in line 2, the term "the 
service platform identifier" is confusing and unclear since there isn't any antecedent basis for the 
term since a service platform identifier wasn't specified previously in the claim or in independent 
claim 29, only in dependent claim 41, which claim 42 was not dependent upon. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8 The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs 
of 35 U.S.C 102 that form the basis for the rejections under 
this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States 
before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on 
an international application by another who has fulfilled the 
requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of 
this title before the invention thereof by the applicant for 
patent . 
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9. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 USC 102 (e) as being anticipated by Chelehmal et al (Pub # 
2002/0046406). 

With respect to claims 1 and 29, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation for transmitting data 
generated by a content provider in a content server to a node of a data transmission connection 
used by a connection provider (see claim 17, lines 1-5, which teaches this limitation because on- 
demand data is transmitted from a content provider to a section of an IP network that is used by 
the content provider), transmitting the data of a service entity generated by the content provider 
from the node through the data transmission connection used by the connection provider to a 
subscriber terminal (see e.g. [0020], lines 14-16, which teaches this limitation because pay-per- 
view information is transmitted to a subscriber via the cable connection (as shown in sec. [0017], 
lines 6-8) used by the content provider within the managed network), identifying in the node 
individual transactions in the data to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal (see e.g. [0007], 
lines 1-3, which teaches this limitation because listings of video within on-demand video data are 
identified within the managed network), transmitting the identification information of the 
identified transactions from the node to the charging information system of the connection 
provider (see e.g. [0037], lines 8-11, which teaches this limitation because, in this instance, the 
inventions acts as a charging information system because the content server sends information 
about the selected content program and the charges billed to a subscriber to a set top box used by 
the provider to process content information), identifying in the charging information system the 
individual transactions in the chargeable service entity (see e.g. [0037], lines 8-11, which teaches 
this limitation because each movie or data purchased by the subscriber is identified within the 
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managed IP network), generating in the charging information system one content ticket for each 
identified service entity (see e.g. [0027], lines 22-23, which teaches this limitation because a 
different key is generated for each program that a subscriber has ordered. The prior art reads on 
the claim limitation because the applicant's positive element for a content ticket was an 
embodiment to identify each service entity and a key is used to identify each program that a 
subscriber has ordered), and using the content ticket in billing for the service entity (see e.g. 
[0027], lines 12-14, which teaches this limitation because the decoding key is used within a 
defined encoding/decoding and billing structure for pay-per-view usage). 

With respect to claims 6 and 34, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of defining a content 
identifier identifying the chargeable service entity (see e.g. [0030], lines 2-4, which teaches this 
limitation because a program identifier is used to identify each program selected by a user) and 
transmitting to the connection provider the content identifier associated with the transaction of 
the service entity to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal (see e.g. [0027], lines 15-18, which 
teaches this limitation because the head end device, associated with the provider or syndicator, 
sends a decoding key associated with each program requested by the subscriber to the 
subscriber's set top box after the subscriber sends a program request to the syndicator). 

With respect to claims 7 and 35, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of a content identifier 
being used to identify the transactions of the chargeable service entity (see e.g. [0030], lines 2-4, 
which teaches this limitation because a program identifier is used to identify each program 
charged to each user). 

With respect to claims 8 and 36, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of generating the 
content ticket of the chargeable service entity by using a content identifier (see e.g. [0020], lines 
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10-12, which teaches this limitation because the key that is generated to provide access for each 
program to the subscriber is created based on each program identifier). 

With respect to claims 9 and 37, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of generating, by the 
content provider, a content identifier associated with the individual transactions (see e.g. [0037], 
lines 15-18 and 21-22, which teaches this limitation because a program identifier, shown in sec. 
[0030], is associated with the program information generated by the provider and sent via the 
content server for each program ordered by a subscriber). 

With respect to claims 10 and 38, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of inserting a content 
identifier in the header information of the individual transactions of the service entity (see e.g. 
[0031], lines 13-17, which teaches this limitation because each program selected by a subscriber 
contains a header, the header includes content data correlating to the particular program 
selected). 

With respect to claims 12 and 40, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of transmitting a 
content identifier separate from the data of the individual transactions of the service entity (see 
e.g. [0030], lines 2-4, which teaches this limitation because the program identifier transported 
isn't shown to be transmitted with the key sent to each subscriber for the particular charged 
content). 

With respect to claims 13 and 41, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of defining a service 
platform identifier identifying the service platform of the content provider (see e.g. [0006], lines 
10-12, which teaches this limitation because information regarding each content provider used to 
transport data to each subscriber is embedded within a database. The prior art reads on the claim 
limitation because the applicant of application number 10/679213 specified that a service 



Application/Control Number: 10/679,213 Page 10 

Art Unit: 2109 

platform identifier was used to identify the service platform which each transaction originates 
and Chelehmal et al provides a database for each content provider and the corresponding 
services). 

With respect to claims 14 and 42, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of generating a 
service platform identifier by the content provider (see e.g. [0023], lines 9-13, which teaches this 
limitation because the content servers are used to identify particular information from the 
databases in which each content provider's information is stored). 

With respect to claims 22 and 50, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of a numerical IP 
address of a service used to identify the transactions of each chargeable service entity (see e.g. 
[0034], lines 1-5, which teaches this limitation because the IP address of each content server and 
each set top box is provided in order to track a listing of the requested content information from 
each subscriber). 

With respect to claims 23 and 51, Chelehmal et al teach a limitation of a numerical IP 
address of the service used in generating a service platform identifier (see e.g. [0033], lines 14- 
16, which teaches this limitation because the user can access content server information through 
an ISP that is connected to the IP network (the prior art reads on the claimed limitation because 
the isp provides which service platform that the provider is in connection with to provide for the 
service to the user)). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103 which forms 
the basis for all obviousness rejections set forth in this 
Office action: 
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A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not 
identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 
of this title, if the differences between the subject matter 
sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time 
the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the 
art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall 
not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies 
as prior art only under subsection (f) or (g) of section 102 of 
this title, shall not preclude patentability under this section 
where the subject matter and the claimed invention were, at the 
time the invention was made, owned by the same person or subject 
to an obligation of assignment to the same person. 



11. Claims 2, 4, 30, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Chelehmal et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Johnson et al (Pub # US 2002/0049841). 

In reference to claims 2, 4, 30, and 32, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the 
limitation of charging data in a data network (see e.g. [0037], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for the data 
network being selected from a group comprising the internet or a mobile system employing a 
WAP and the charging information system being a WAP charging gateway. 

The general concept of the data network being selected from a group comprising the 
internet or a mobile system employing a WAP and the charging information system being a 
WAP charging gateway is well known within the art as illustrated by Johnson et al, which 
discloses a method including limitations for a data network being selected from a group 
comprising a mobile system employing a WAP (see e.g. [0169], lines 53-64, which implies this 
limitation because the embodiments within the network processing system for providing content 
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to subscribers may be implemented using a WAP protocol) and the charging information system 
being a WAP charging gateway (see e.g. [0095], lines 15-16, which implies this limitation 
because the content delivery system used to charge each user, may be embodied in the WAP 
processing subsystem, shown in sec. [0169]). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of the data network being selected from a 
group comprising the internet or a mobile system employing a WAP and the charging 
information system being a WAP charging gateway as taught by Johnson et al in order to 
effectively implement content providing services, as implied in sec. [0167], lines 53-64 of 
Johnson et al. 

12. Claims 3 and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Chelehmal 
et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Cornelius et al (Pat # US 7,069,234). 

In reference to claim 3, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the limitation of 
generating in the charging information system one content ticket for each identified service 
entity (see e.g. [0027], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for generating 
transaction-specific tickets on the basis of the transactions by the connection provider. 

The general concept of generating transaction-specific tickets on the basis of the 
transactions by the connection provider is well known within the art as illustrated by Cornelius et 
al, which discloses a method including limitations for generating transaction-specific tickets on 
the basis of the transactions by the connection provider (see spec, sec. 141, lines 14-15, which 



Application/Control Number: 10/679,213 Page 13 

Art Unit: 2109 

implies this limitation because trouble tickets are generated for transactions made between the 
provider and the subscriber). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of generating transaction-specific tickets 
on the basis of the transactions by the connection provider as taught by Cornelius et al in order to 
establish successful transactions between a content provider and a subscriber, as implied in sec. 
209, lines 20-26 of Cornelius et al. 

13. Claims 5 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Chelehmal 
et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Peden et al (Pat # US 6,973,499). 

In reference to claims 5 and 33, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the limitation 
of generating in the charging information system one content ticket for each identified service 
entity (see e.g. [0027], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for generating, 
by the connection provider, the content ticket on the basis of the transaction tickets generated on 
the basis of the individual transactions. 

The general concept of generating, by the connection provider, the content ticket on the 
basis of the transaction tickets generated on the basis of the individual transactions is well known 
within the art as illustrated by Peden et al, which discloses a method including limitations for 
generating, by the connection provider, the content ticket on the basis of the transaction tickets 
generated on the basis of the individual transactions (see spec, sec. 5, lines 30-34, which implies 
this limitation because tickets are generated by a provider to a client, that include a key for each 
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event in relation to the distributed content, which may be a pay-per-view program as shown in 
sec. 2, lines 14-17). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of generating transaction-specific tickets 
on the basis of the transactions by the connection provider as taught by Peden et al in order to 
effectively implement a content management system, as implied in sec. 1, lines 20-22 of Peden et 
al. 

14. Claims 15-17, and 43-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Chelehmal et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Steegmans et al (Pat # US 7,082,466). 

In reference to claims 15-17 and 43-45, Chelehmal et al teach a method including a 
limitation of generating a service platform identifier by the content provider (see e.g. [0023], as 
stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for transmitting 
a service platform identifier to the connection provider, the service platform identifier associated 
with the transaction of the service entity to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal, generating, 
by the connection provider, a service platform identifier associated with the individual 
transaction of the service entity to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal, and using a service 
platform identifier for identifying the transactions of the chargeable service entity. 

The general concept of transmitting a service platform identifier to the connection 
provider, the service platform identifier associated with the transaction of the service entity to be 
transmitted to the subscriber terminal, generating, by the connection provider, a service platform 
identifier associated with the individual transaction of the service entity to be transmitted to the 
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subscriber terminal, and using a service platform identifier for identifying the transactions of the 
chargeable service entity is well known within the art as illustrated by Steegmans et al, which 
discloses a method including limitations for transmitting a service platform identifier to a 
provider, the service platform identifier associated with the transaction of the service entity to be 
transmitted to the subscriber terminal (see spec, sec. 3, lines 28-31, which implies this limitation 
because components of the identified service platform of each service (as shown in sec. 1, lines 
24-28) are deployed to domains of each consumer), generating, by the connection provider, a 
service platform identifier associated with the individual transaction of the service entity to be 
transmitted to the subscriber terminal (see spec, sec. 2, lines 1-2, which implies this limitation 
because a connection is established between a user and service provider in response to requests 
from components of the service platform, used to identify the service provider, is used to provide 
each service session (as shown in sec. 1, lines 38-40) and is deployed to the domain of each 
consumer), and using a service platform identifier for identifying the transactions of the 
chargeable service entity (see spec, sec. 2, lines 20-22, which implies this limitation because the 
service session in which the service platform provides for, is implemented with charging 
mechanisms). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of transmitting a service platform 
identifier to the connection provider, the service platform identifier associated with the 
transaction of the service entity to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal, generating, by the 
connection provider, a service platform identifier associated with the individual transaction of 
the service entity to be transmitted to the subscriber terminal, and using a service platform 
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identifier for identifying the transactions of the chargeable service entity as taught by Steegmans 
et al in order to improve upon implementing a content provider to have access to a service 
platform, as implied in sec. 1, lines 8-10 of Steegmans et al. 

15. Claims 18 and 46 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Chelehmal 
et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Drupsteen et al (Pat # US 6,249,869). 

In reference to claim 18 and 46, Drupsteen et al teach a method including a limitation of 
generating a service platform identifier by the content provider (see e.g. [0023], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for using a 
service platform identifier for generating the content ticket of the chargeable service entity. 

The general concept of using a service platform identifier for generating the content 
ticket of the chargeable service entity is well known within the art as illustrated by Drupsteen et 
al, which discloses a method including limitations of using a service platform identifier for 
generating the content ticket of the chargeable service entity (see spec, sec. 12, lines 55-58, 
which implies this limitation because a service identifier is stored within each service definition 
to provide for the electronic tickets of each service, shown in lines 44-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of using a service platform identifier for 
generating the content ticket of the chargeable service entity as taught by Drupsteen et al in order 
to successfully provide data relating to a service, as implied in sec. 1, lines 60-63 of Drupsteen et 
al. 
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16. Claims 11, 19-20, 39, and 47-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable 
over Chelehmal et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Aviani et al (Pat # US 6,532,493). 

In reference to claims 11, 19-20, 39, and 47-48, Chelehmal et al teach a method including 
a limitation of generating a service platform identifier by the content provider (see e.g. [0023], as 
stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for inserting a 
content identifier in the http header information of the individual transactions of the service 
entity, inserting a service platform identifier in the header information of the individual 
transactions of the service entity, and inserting a service platform identifier in the http header 
information of the individual transactions of the service entity. 

The general concept of inserting a content identifier in the http header information of the 
individual transactions of the service entity, inserting a service platform identifier in the header 
information of the individual transactions of the service entity, and inserting a service platform 
identifier in the http header information of the individual transactions of the service entity is well 
known within the art as illustrated by Aviani et al, which discloses a method including 
limitations for inserting a content identifier in the http header information of the individual 
transactions of the service entity (see spec, sec. 2, lines 28-30, which implies this limitation 
because the header information includes the requested content and the server for which each 
request was intended), transmitting of inserting a service platform identifier in the header 
information of the individual transactions of the service entity (see spec, sec. 6, lines 46-48, 
which implies this limitation because a header includes information regarding each service 
request relating to the data content requests, as shown in sec. 1, lines 30-33), and inserting a 



Application/Control Number: 10/679,213 Page 18 

Art Unit: 2109 

service platform identifier in the http header information of the individual transactions of the 
service entity (see spec, sec. 6, lines 44-48, which implies this limitation because the header used 
to stored the service platform information is an http header). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of inserting a content identifier in the http 
header information of the individual transactions of the service entity, inserting a service 
platform identifier in the header information of the individual transactions of the service entity, 
and inserting a service platform identifier in the http header information of the individual 
transactions of the service entity as taught by Aviani et al in order to improve upon routing 
content between a client platform and a destination platform in a network traffic system, as 
implied in sec. 5, lines 1-5 of Aviani et al. 

17. Claims 24, 25, 52, and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Chelehmal et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Nakano et al (Pub # US 2002/0055847). 

In reference to claims 24, 25, 52, and 53, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the 
limitation of charging data in a data network (see e.g. [0037], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for a URL 
address of the service used to identify the transactions of the chargeable service entity and a URL 
address of the service is used in generating the service platform identifier. 

The general concept of a URL address of the service used to identify the transactions of 
the chargeable service entity and a URL address of the service is used in generating the service 
platform identifier is well known within the art as illustrated by Nakano et al, which discloses a 
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URL address of the service used to identify the transactions of the chargeable service entity (see 
e.g. [0031], lines 1-3, which implies this limitation because a provider of the charged services 
connects the user to the service based on the URL location) and a URL address of the service is 
used in generating the service platform identifier (see e.g. [0024], lines 1 1-13, which implies this 
limitation because a user is allowed to browse the internet (containing the URL of each service) 
in order to access the content provided by each ISP host (the prior art reads on the claimed 
limitation because the ISP host provides which service platform that the content provider is in 
connection with to provide for the service to the subscriber). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of a URL address of the service used to 
identify the transactions of the chargeable service entity and a URL address of the service is used 
in generating the service platform identifier as taught by Nakano et al in order to improve upon 
implementing billing transactions within a network, as implied in sec. [0010], lines 2-6 of 
Nakano et al. 

18. Claims 26, 28, 54, and 56 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Chelehmal et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of He (Pat # US 5,944,824). 

In reference to claims 26, 28, 54, and 56, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the 
limitation of charging data in a data network (see e.g. [0037], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for attaching a 
user identifier to the content ticket and a user identifier attached to the content ticket is an IP 
address identifying the subscriber terminal in the Internet network. 
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The general concept of attaching a user identifier to the content ticket is well known 
within the art as illustrated by He, which discloses attaching a user identifier to the content ticket 
(see spec, sec. 10, lines 19-21, which implies this limitation because user identifiers are included 
within each network authentication ticket) and a user identifier attached to the content ticket is an 
IP address identifying the subscriber terminal in the Internet network (see spec, sec. 4, lines 38- 
41, which implies this limitation because the terminal server (which services each user), 
interfaces between each network element and an IP network). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of attaching a user identifier to the 
content ticket and a user identifier attached to the content ticket is an IP address identifying the 
subscriber terminal in the Internet network as taught by He in order to improve upon user 
authentication processes, as implied in sec. 2, lines 27-31 of He. 

19. Claims 27 and 55 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Chelehmal 
et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Tschorn et al (Pat # US 6,226,498). 

In reference to claims 27 and 55, Chelehmal et al teach a method including the limitation 
of charging data in a data network (see e.g. [0037], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for attaching a 
user identifier attached to the content ticket, which is the international ISDN number of the 
mobile subscriber. 

The general concept of attaching a user identifier attached to the content ticket, which is 
the international ISDN number of the mobile subscriber is well known within the art as 
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illustrated by Tschorn et al, which discloses a user identifier attached to the content ticket, which 
is the international ISDN number of the mobile subscriber (see spec, sec. 5, lines 48-51, which 
implies this limitation because a supervision ticket generated for user authorizations is associated 
with the ISDN number of each subscriber). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of attaching a user identifier attached to 
the content ticket, which is the international ISDN number of the mobile subscriber as taught by 
Tschom et al in order to improve upon implementing a mobile communication subscription 
service, as implied in sec. 1, lines 50-52 of Tschorn et al. 

20. Claims 21 and 49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Chelehmal 
et al (Pub # 2002/0046406) in view of Misra et al (Pat # US 6,189,146). 

In reference to claim 21 and 49, Misra et al teach a method including a limitation of 
generating a service platform identifier by the content provider (see e.g. [0023], as stated above). 

Chelehmal et al explicitly teach the limitations as disclosed above except for transmitting 
a service platform identifier separate from data of the individual transactions of the service 
entity. 

The general concept of transmitting a service platform identifier separate from data of the 
individual transactions of the service entity is well known within the art as illustrated by Misra et 
al, which discloses a method including limitations of transmitting a service platform identifier 
separate from data of the individual transactions of the service entity (see spec, sec. 16, lines 1-4, 
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which implies this limitation because a platform identifier is submitted by a client and extracted 
(as shown in lines 33-34) separate from the service of the software license being to the client. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Chelehmal et al to include the use of using transmitting a service platform 
identifier separate from data of the individual transactions of the service entity as taught by 
Misra et al in order to provide for services being distributed to clients, as implied in sec. 14, lines 
1-3 of Misra et al. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randy Scott whose telephone number is 571-270-1598. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon - Thurs. 7:30-5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Frantz Jules can be reached on 571-272-6681. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
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USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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